Is Hope the
Only Method

The U.S. Army is experiencing an identity crisis. How should
the Transformation Army look? Past emphasis has been on
leadership competencies. Should future emphasis be on over-
all organizational effectiveness? If so, the Army will need to take
a hard look at management theory. Colonel Christopher R.
Paparone suggests ways to begin.

[B]y projecting itself onto its environ- Maintaining a theoretically sound organizational
ment, an organization develops a self-referentiaself-identity is especially vital to large, complex or-
appreciation of its own identity, which, in turn, ganizations such as the Army. Whether an organi-
permits the organization to act in zation changes itself effectively or poorly depends
relation to its environment. largely on its self-interpretation and professional will-
—Peter S. Ring and Andrew H. Van De Yen ingness to be self-critical, especially within the con-
text of a turbulent environment. Ideally, large orga-
THE U.S. ARMY is experiencing an identity nizations can process substantial human, financial,
crisis spurred by a discrepancy between hownd material resources so as to perform effectively
it views itself and how others view it. The crisis isin their environment. Getting the organizational analy-
compounded by the Army’s failure to develop ssis right is critical to the organization’s gaining insight
strong theoretical basis for self-analysis. The motto itself and to understanding its organizational ef-
recent evidence of this identity crisis is the ongoingectiveness.
top-down change approach labeled Army Transfor- The Army lacks a cogent, overarching theory of
mation, which was the Army’s response to the 1998self, its relation to the environment, and its com-
problems of deploying Task Force (TF) Hawk inmitment to reflexivity These shortfalls reveal an
support of operations in Albania. The Army currentlyimportant practical issue. Since its abdication of a
has an inadequate theoretical view of itself as asystemwide theory of organization and management,
organization. Hence, the Army can only hope to makiie Army has invested little intellectual attention to
sense of itself and its environment, especially wheorganization and management thebithe Army
it uses only single episodes of performance andteas approached organization and management with
romantic ideal of leadership to judge its organizaephemeral, pop-management prescriptions such as
tional effectiveness. Challenging the Army’s orgatManagement-by-Objectives (MBO), Total Quality
nizational and managerial assumptions is nearly inManagement, and now, the “balanced scorecard.”
possible if the assumptions are not open t®he prescriptions are analogous to a doctor’s pre-
professional review. scribing medication before diagnosing the problem.
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Defense (DOD), or other government documents.
This closed-system feedback indicates single-loop
learning and prevents a higher form of processing
feedback, known as Deutero learning (learning how
to learn)’® Perhaps the handbook’s publisher, the

.S. Army War College (USAWC), should publish

complementary book on “how the Arraliould
run,” with substantial references to nonofficial litera-
ture. Similar criticism can be made with other Army
official literature*

Professional Army journals show an equally dis-
appointing trend. During the 2000 publishing year,
Without diagnosing a comprehensive organizationadnly 1 in 10 articles in the two general-topic jour-
self-image, real transformation will be serendipitousnals, Military Reviewand Parametersaddressed
Contrary to former Army Chief of Staff (CSA) Gen- organization and management issdédost of the
eral Gordon R. Sullivan, hope becomes didy  articles address leadership theory and practice, leav-
method to bring about change. ing about 1 in 100 concerned with other problems

In the last decade, the Army’s emphasis has be@r theory of Army organization, management, and
on inculcating charismatic leadership coit@pe practice. Compare this trend with the 1970s and
cies and temporary, pop-management prescriptiori980s when the Army contributed to or published
into its organizatior.The problem with a leadership- the following journals (all of which are now defunct):
only theory of success is that leadership is not aArmy Administrator: Magazine for Military Man-
end to itself. There is no point to developing leaderagers(1973-1980);0rganizational Effectiveness
if the Army does not have a well-developed under€Communiqué1977-1981)Defense Management
standing of its self-evident purpose—to be an effeciournal (1978-1987)Army Organizational Effec-
tive organization. The Army will not have an ad-tiveness Journa{1983-1984).
equate understanding of its organizational Today, no such general organization and manage-
effectiveness without a deep, encompassing appresent journals exist. It is nearly impossible for a large
ciation of organization and management theory. organization to be reflexive if its professional jour-

To regain a healthy organizational identity, reflex-nals do not support management, leadership, and or-
ivity, and appropriate philosophies, the Army musganizational self-criticism.

In the last decade, the Army’s
emphasis has been on inculcatirige charis-
matic leadership competencies and temporary,
pop-management prescriptions into its organi-
zation. The problem with a leadership-only
theory of success is that leadership is not an en
to itself. There is no point to developing leaders
if the Army does not have a well-developed
understanding of its self-evident purpose—
to be an effective organization.

address three critical questions: The Army’s self-study of leadership has taken a
1. What is the “nature of the beast?” closed-systems approathor example, the Army
2. What can a theoretical framework offer thedeveloped ideal characteristics of strategic leaders
Army in terms of self-analysis? based primarily on structured interviews conducted

3. Which management philosophy providesa-  with senior military officers and senior government
tinuous self-imaging and reflexive (selbubting) executives. The Army validated this data by inter-
process yet is compatible with the Army’s culture?viewing USAWC students, asking them to describe

the most and least effective leaders they knew. The
The Nature of the Beast Army used the resulting list of factors to develop a
No matter what you have to do with an  Strategic Leader Development Inventory to help fu-
organization—whether you are going to studyture strategic leaders assess strengths and weak-
it, work in it, consult for it, subvert it, or use it nesses. In addition, the study supported a model of
in the interest of another organization—you strategic leadership now employed Armywide as
must have some view of the nature of the doctrine'* This methodology is analogous to the
beast with which you are dealing. blind leading the blind. If the Army is experiencing
—Charles B. Perrofv  organizational-effectiveness issues stemming from

In the Army’s premier organizational managemensenior-leader qualities, the Army’s leadership system
publication,How the Army Run®nly 3 of the 361 risks perpetuating the same ineffectual qualities now
chapter endnotes are from nonmilitary soufcesvaunted as the standards for strategic leadership.
This small list accounts for less than 1 percent ofhis is a problem of mirror imaging.
the referenced sources. The systems-level handbookArmy CSA General Eric K. Shinseki's profes-
refers almost exclusively to Army, Department ofsional reading list indicates the same pattern. The
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U.S. Air;Force.controllers coordinate
the'long-awaited arrival of Black Hawk
helicopters at Tirana, Albania.

The crisis of this self-misunderstanding is manifested in unexplainable symptomatic
weaknesses, such as episodic recruiting and retention isquedity of life problems, disillusion-
ment within the ranks, and most influential, operational issues such as those experienced
by TF Hawk in 1999, on which the Army has built its current self-evaluation of overall
organizational effectiveness. Shinseki tied his vision for transforming the nearly one-million
-soldier Army directly to the six-thousand-soldier TF Hawk case study.

list does not include a single book or article on orzation and management problems because it has not
ganization or management; all are historical militanypaid proper attention to developing a more complete
nonfiction or fiction. The omission of works about self-image.
organization and managment is significant. There are A healthy Army identity would have better fa-
seminal works in these areas that Army professioreilitated strategic change and would have better
als cannot ignore. directed the quest for stability in a turbulent envi-
Unfortunately, these data reflect a shallow orgaronment. Like other social activities, studying insti-
nizational and managerial self-identity. The crisis ofutional-level behavior using a more open theory
this self-misunderstanding is manifested in unexplainvould account for strains (or a reason to change),
able symptomatic weaknesses, such as episodic readiness to change, ideology (justification for ex-
cruiting and retention issues, quality of life problemsistence), and conflict (problems of integration and
disillusionment within the ranks, and most influential differentiation). Failure to “know thyself,” to under-
operational issues such as those experienced by $@and how one’s own subsystems interact within a
Hawk in 1999, on which the Army has built its cur-larger system of organizations within an environment,
rent self-evaluation of overall organizational effec-has led the Army to its current identity crisis.
tiveness. Shinseki tied his vision for transforming the .
nearly one-million-soldier Army directly to the six- 2 Theoretical Framework
thousand-soldier TF Hawk case stifdglearly, the ThatOffers Self-Analysis
Army now lacks a theory for discerning itself, analo- A theoretical view of Army organizational effec-
gous to an individual pursuing a social identity bytiveness should include multiple perspectives because
looking into a mirror. This lack of a theoretical foun-of the variation in importance and types of Army
dation has led the Army to misdiagnose its organierganizations and technologies. The four dominant

MILITARY REVIEW 1 May -June 2003 49




Corps of Engineer personnel inspect a
bridge in San Francisco Bay, July 2000.

US Army
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[One way] to to determine the Army’s organizational effectiveness [is its
contribution] to the “suprasystem,” which legitimizes an organization through, in the

Army’s case, its contribution to a higher social structure. Besides winning wars, contributions might

include Corps of Engineers construction projects and better educated citizens (courtesy of the
Gl Bill) who return to private life with inculcated Army values.

organization and management models are the humarore precise an organization’s goals, and the more
relations modelopen systems model, rational goalspecialized and technical its operations, the less op-
model, and the internal process mdélalfifth pos-  portunity will there be for social forces to affect its
sible model is a synthesized model, the competindevelopment® He places the matter of conflict-
values frameworKk. management squarely on the back of executive
The human relations model The human rela- leadership: “A problem of institutional leadership,
tions model of organizational effectiveness rates efs of statesmanship generally, is to see that elites
fectiveness as the degree of cooperation in the ade exist and function while inhibiting their tendency
ganization. The only reason to have an organizatidlm become sealed off and to be more concerned
is “the need of the individual to accomplish purposewiith their own fate than with that of the enterprise
to which he is by himself biologically unequ&l.” as a whole?®
Therefore, “when the purpose of a system of co- From Selznick’s view, an Army strategic leader’s
operation [that is, organization] is attained, we saideal role would be to increase organized effective-
cooperation was effective; if not attained, ineffecness through a “committed polity” by defining the
tive.”® The degree to which Army activities relateinstitution’s mission and role, promoting institutional
well to the external environment while keeping itsembodiment of purpose, defending institutional integ-
members satisfied (an internal orientation) deterrity, and making order of internal conflict (maintain-
mines the organization’s survival. The leader’s roléng an internal balance of power). This approach is
is to ensure that these processes work well. largely incompatible with the Army’s current char-
The quest for human cooperation can be problenismatic, top-down leadership mod&lThe Army’s
atic. Philip Selznick depicts organizations as a colemphasis on management goals and charismatic-
lection of contentious interest groufisThese leadership as means to effectiveness tends to ignore
groups emerge in and around organizations, then darganizational politics, a factor of an organization’s
velop defensive ideologies. Selznick writes, “Thedynamics outside the Army’s espoused values. By
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ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIUNESS

ignoring organizational politics as a dimension of huen relevant values and objectives; developing alter-
man-relations effectiveness, the Army has institutiorratives; estimating the consequences of alternatives;
ally dismissed studying reality and the recurring baealculating the net value of consequences; and
sis for political favoritism and exploitatiéh. choosing the alternative that maximizes value. This
The open systems approactlhe open systems way of determining effectiveness not only appeals
model of organizational effectiveness, or the basito the Army’s culture, it approaches the essence of
input, process, and output model, defines organiza-
tional effectiveness as “the maximization of retur

to the organization by . . . economic and technical makianﬁJgggga},le%g)Cﬁ;isnOf dr%cglselg?s' based
means [that is, determine efficiency] . . . and politi- d 9 9p !

cal means? Five ways to determine the Army's on relevant values and objectives; developing

o . , > alternatives; estimating the consequences of
%%wlzatlonal effectiveness under this paradigm alternatives; calculating the net value of

, , . . . consequences; and choosing the alternative that
1. Preferential ordering of constituencies, which maximizes value. This way determining

rcluce ernl ierestgroups and cominant ol fectveness not only appeal o he Any's
; ’ culture, it approaches the essence of the

general officers and their staffs. U
2. Survival, which addresses the Army’s success. institution’s ideology.
ful search for relevance through participation in
peace operations, disaster-relief operations, and otttee institution’s ideology. The Army War College
nontraditional activities. uses the ends, ways, and means approach to explain
3. A culture of innovation that addresses thehe strategy process, and it uses case studies to il-
Army’s change process that should give responslustrate their importance in rational analysis of ef-
bility and authority for change to the field Army fectiveness? Since 1980, the Army has based of-
rather than to the departmental or “administrativeficer performance ratings on a rational MBO
Army. scheme. The Army has thoroughly institutionalized
4. Throughput, which measures how well thea rational military decisionmaking process, a com-
Army satisfies the immediate demands of Congresplex 38-step procedufeThe goals approach to or-
the media, the public, and other groups outside thganizational effectiveness is inherent to the Army in-
Army. stitution, yet might be at the root of the Army’s
5. Contributing to the “suprasystem,” which legiti- identity problems.
mizes an organization through, in the Army’s case, The internal process model Internal coordi-
its contribution to a higher social structure. Besidegation is the primary value associated with this model
winning wars, contributions might include Corps ofof organizational effectiveness. Standardization,
Engineers construction projects and better educatedeasurement, objectivity, predictability, and control
citizens (courtesy of the Gl Bill) who return to pri- are keys to governing a bureaucratized organization
vate life with inculcated Army valués. effectively. Rules and procedures guide employees
The rational goals model The rational goals as they accomplish tasks along functional lines and
view of organizational effectiveness reflects earlyintegrate their work with other functions based on
Taylorist thinking about the behavior of organiza-rules and procedures. Clearly, this model exempli-
tions?’ A preferential ordering of goals is similar to fies the hierarchical nature of military structures, es-
the outcomes of a rational decisionmaking procegzecially within the institutional or departmental Army
of operations-research methods. and often within the peacetime activities of the field
Amitai Etzioni considers organizational effective-Army. The nature of organizational effectiveness
ness another name for goal achievement. He saysider the rubric of this model should be familiar,
“Goals . . . constitute a source of legitimacy whichespecially to members of the TDA ArrfyThis
justifies the activities of an organization and, indeedyver-emphasis on internal processes is another
its very existence? Ineffectiveness results from root of the Army’s identity crisis.
straying from or abandoning organizational goals. =~ The competing values framework Social
Graham T. Allison, in his 1969 seminal evaluatiorscientists Robert E. Quinn and John Rohrbaugh
of the Cuban Missile Crisis, explained what he callegdynthesized many aspects of the above approaches
the rational actor modél.The rational process of into a competing values framework (CVF) to
decisionmaking involves recognizing problems, basedefine organizational effectiveneSsCVF is a
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multidimensional framework that integrates severafppropriate Management

competing schools of thought on management theo@hilosophy in Self-lmaging

including all of the previous models, and accounts gpirical research supports CVF's practicality be-
for paradoxical factors of organizational effective-c5se it seems to account for organizational effec-
ness. The framework recognizes the paradoxical afgeness and differences in organizational culture and
dynamic nature of organizations and their managgeadership styles. For example, building on the frame-
ment. CVF accounts for the ways mentioned in th@,ork, researchers developed an integrative model
———— O] €XECULIVE leadership roles, then tested the model

Rules and procedures guide employees empirically’®® Leaders with high behavioral complex-
as they accomplish tasks along functional lines 'Y (the ability to deal in competing value situations)
and integrate their work with other functions ~@ppear to produce the best performance. In other
based on rules and procedures. . . . The nature WOrds, those who master diverse and seemingly con-
of organizational effectiveness under the rubric flicting leadership roles dellve_r higher performance
of this model should be familiar, especially to than those who possess lopsided approaches. When

members of the TDA Army. This over-emphasis applied to leaders, the resulting integrative model
on internal processes is another root of the ~ POSIts four competing demands that all top manag-
Army’s identity crisis. ers and executive leaders face. (Note how these

——————————— |112LCH UP With the four quadrants of competing val-
ues in figure 1.)

previous four approaches and adds the “pull and tug” 1. Commitment—developing and motivating

or inherent competition of values associated witpeople and maintaining a distinctive identity and value

each model in an organization. All of the modelsystem (associated with the human relations model).

apply to some degree in all organizations. 2. Innovation—positioning the organization in
The four competing management models createrms of strategic direction and missions (associated

archetypes of means and ends when plotted on twdth the open systems model).

axes. The north-south axis portrays the flexibility 3. Performance—executing plans and achieving

versus control paradox; the second depicts th@sults in competition with others (associated with

people (internal focus on members and technologiet)e rational goal model).

versus organization (external focus on the organi- 4. Efficiency—managing ongoing operations and

zation within an environment) paradox. The theoreticritically evaluating alternative projects and programs

cal complexity of CVF is quite valuable to studentgassociated with the internal process motel).

of organization and management theories becauselLeader roles associated with competing demands

it accounts for multiple time orientations and parain the model correspond to the following:

doxes in organizations where other models are too0 The motivator (stirs meaning, excitement, cause

simple to do sé CVF retains the possibility of mak- worth fighting for, lots of symbolism, story-telling).

ing discriminations among competing interpretations 0 The vision-setter (senses, provides a compel-

because it is a meta-paradigm thébry. ling mission and sense of identity).

CVF views organizational effectiveness as a judg-
ment call (or a matter of diagnosis) based on the Human-Relations Model Open-Systems Model
organization’s performance in all four quadrahts.
Since CVF's inception, many studies have followed Means: Cohesion, morale Means: Flexibility, readiness
eXtendmg appllcatlon. toa hOSt of org_anlzatlon an.‘ Ends: Human-resource Ends: Growth, resource
management areas, including executive leadershi development acquisition

management mastery, group decisionmaking, ethic

organizational culture, transformation, policy reform,

business communications, management informatic

systems, human resource development, and manay Means: Information ' ,

ment training and developmént. management S il
The CVF has achieved a general framework st¢ ) Ends: Productivity, efficiency

tus in organizational and management theory an ~ Ens: Stabity contol

practice. However, the Army has not recognizeu

CVF'’s potential contribution to organizational ef-

fectiveness. Figure 1. Competing value sets and effectiveness models.

Internal-Processes Model Rational-Goal Model
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ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIUNESS

0 The taskmaster (is concerned with performancmal change agents—the U.S. Army Training and
and results, serving stakeholders, uses hands-on le@bctrine Command and the U.S. Army Materiel

ership style). Command.
0 The analyzer (sets contexts and shapes deci-As an example of this proposition’s power, figures
sions that operating systems make). 2 and 3 demonstrate snapshots of the Army oper-

The Army presently displays symptoms of a closedting in dual domains. The implications of domain
system fraught with unrecognized competing values,
being somewhat obsessed with the rational goals a . —
internal process models of effectiveness. By accept- ~ Ifthe Army is experiencing ]
ing this conclusion, several propositions concerning Organizational-effectiveness issues stemming
Army self-imaging and adoption of a flexible man-  from senior-leader qualities, the Army’s
agement philosophy come to mind. leadership system riskgerpetuating the same
Proposition 1 The Army should assess its or- ineffectual qualities now vaunted as the
ganization and management identity using mul- Standards for strategic leadership. This is a
tiple models of organization and management problem of mirror imaging.
theory.
The Army must revise and maintain its descrip-
tion of its systems of command, leadership, and manuality are clear. The dissonance of any changes the
agement and update it after a thorough review ahrmy pursues in the departmental domain is largely
the last 10 years of study in organization and marbecause of a failure to recognize what domain lead-
agement theory. ership is addressing (or acting on). Part of the fail-
Proposition 2. The Army should develop mul- ure results from the Army not taking a systemwide
tiple ways of analysis and synthesis toward unview of itself as it tries to adapt to (at least) two
derstanding its own organizational effectivenesslomains with competing values. The CVF provides
among competing values. a continuous process for evaluating Army effective-
This proposition does not suggest abandoning theess in multiple domains. Transformation in two do-
traditional goals-based model, the Weberian-basadains becomes a matter of changing the emphasis
charismatic leadership model, or the “lessons learnéd four areas.
from the last operation” model. Rather, the Army Proposition 3. The Army should consider adopt-
should have multiple and continuous ways to exing the competing values framework as a system-
amine itself in its many domains in peace and wawide organization and management paradigm.
Using various perspectives allows the investigator This proposition does not suggest that the Army
to map technical core activities, managerial-level adgnore the supporting four approaches to organiza-
tions, and strategies at the institutional level, not urtion effectiveness or pay attention only to the theory,
like topographers mapping terrain. This mapping praresearch, and practice of the competing values
cess is beneficial to all levels and should not béramework. On the contrary, to understand fully
limited to the macro-perspective of the Army’s for-this macro-theory, the Army, as a profession, must

Human-Relations Model Open-Systems Model Human-Relations Model Open-Systems Model
Values: Recruitment, Values: Domestic Values: International
retention, political Values: Unit cohesion political constituencies,
base support constituencies commander’s intent
Values: Readiness indicators, Values: f
controlled change, Values: Resource Values: Task 22t alues: Concept o
rogulstions; acquisition alues: Task organization operations,
and audits g e
Internal-Processes Model Rational-Goal Model Internal-Processes Model Rational-Goal Model
Figure 2. The Army as a department. Figure 3. The fielded Army.
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understand the complex theoretical underpinnings ®&m” shields that protect the departmental domain.
all the supporting organizational effectiveness apSuch activities will engender interaction and change
proaches. Understanding all four approaches réa a departmental Army or institutional Army. The
quires the Army to commit to accepting a compreArmy’s educational processes must deal with this
hensive organizational effectiveness philosophy th&ind of value conflict more systematically.

The Army must promote the importance of pro-
fessional organizational reflexivity and create more

Since 1980, the Army has based officer itiew for debate b i 4 civil
performance ratings on a rational MBO scheme. CPPOrtunities for debate between soldiers and civil-

The Army has thoroughly institutionalized a ians. The Army also should bring _back at least one
rational military decisionmaking process, a professmn_al J_ournal cqncer_ned with th_ese debates.
complex 38-step procedure. The goals app’roacHArmy publications dealing with leadership, manage-

to organizational effectiveness is inherent to the Ment: and organization shouild document sources (the
Army institution, yet might be at the root mark of a profession) that are transdisciplinary and

e : outside DOD’s existing body of literature.
w Proposition 5. Organization and management

theory should be integrated into a multilens (to-

transcends the Army’s emphasis on heroic leadepographic) approach to strategic thinking
ship, rational goal-seeking, and internal process inrather than the Army’s traditional heroic lead-
provement. ership, goals (ends, ways, and means), and in-

A systematic evaluation of competing values oternal process improvement approaches.
organizational effectiveness will yield a pattern of For example, the USAWC'’s compartmentalization
Army identity as well as a useful diagnosis ofof organization and management, national military
suborganizations operating in different domains o$trategy, and campaigning in its curriculum is unnec-
the environment. This approach will allow a deeperssary and counterproductive. The Army can for-
more compelling emergence of a transformatiomulate strategy and continuously assess itself in a
strategy that considers more than a single, post-opiore integrative manné&r.Greater environmental
eration measure of organizational effectiveness. Thappreciation, creativity, and a richer national strat-
leadership challenge is not to emphasize one moded)y results from blending organization, management,
over another but to address the appropriate patteamd political-military areas of study.
of emphasis on all four approaches that best meetsProposition 6. Establishing an organization
the internal, external, flexibility, and control require-and management identity makes a more compre-
ments in the particular context at hand. In fact, &4ensive and continuous organizational transfor-
highly adaptive organization can alter these pattermaation process possible.
without a hierarchical form of leadership and man- The Army has designed a campaign for an Army
agement. In an adaptive organization, leadership b&ansformation that promotes an underdeveloped or-
comes the “management of meaning,” creating ganization and management self-im&gehanging
shared meaning of what that pattern shoult be. the Army’s structure while the Army is trapped in a

Proposition 4. The Army must ensure its edu-closed system of organizational effectiveness theory
cation system is serving a healthy organizationaleads to structural inertfd Structural inertia occurs
reflexivity and managerial identity. when “in a world of high uncertainty, adaptive ef-

An example of competing values that the Armyforts . . . turn out to be essentially random with re-
educational system might address is when fieldpect to future valu¢?® The outcome might be an
Army’s technicians and managers conduct boundArmy structural mismatch, where hopasthe only
ary-spanning activities that break the “closed sysmethod VR

NOTES

1. Peter S. Ring and Andrew H. Van De Ven, “Developmental Process of Coopera-
tive Interorganizational Relationships,” Academy of Management Journal 19 (1994): 100.
Ring and Van De Ven maintain that the sense of identity in relation to others and con-
struction of a common external factual order regarding social relations derive from the
need for “sense making.”

2. See two seminal works: James D. Thompson, Organizations in Action (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1967) and Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psychology of Or-
ganizations, 2d ed. (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1978).

3. Areflexive organization continuously examines its own roots of argument and con-
siders other assumptions, purposefully creating dissonance to create opportunities for
transcendence or transformation. For more on this subject, see Cynthia Hardy, Nelson
Phillips, and Stewart Clegg, “Reflexivity in Organization and Management Theory: A
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Study of the Production of the Research Subject,” Human Relations 54, no. 5 (2001): 531-
60. These researchers define reflexivity as “an awareness of the situatedness of scien-
tific knowledge and an understanding of the researcher and research community from
which knowledge has appeared” (554). See also Ray Holland, “Reflexivity,” Human Re-
lations 52, no. 4 (1999): 463-84. Holland defines “transdisciplinary reflexivity” as going
beyond the traditional view of unidisciplinary reflexivity and into four levels of reflexive analy-
sis (474). To find meaning, the organization must be willing to look outside itself
“transorganizationally” to question itself and its organization-centric paradigms.

4. Christopher R. Paparone, “Piercing the Corporate Veil: OE and Army Transfor-
mation,” Military Review (March-April 2001): 78-82.

5. Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton, The Balanced Scorecard: Translating Strat-
egy into Action (Boston: Harvard Business School, 1996).
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6. Gordon R. Sullivan and Michael V. Harper, Hope is Not a Method: What Busi-
ness Leaders Can Learn from America’s Army (New York: Broadway Books, 1997).

7. Refers to Max Weber’s early 19th-century notions of charismatic leadership—
leadership that serves to lead adaptive action by rational determination of ends and means.
As adaptation becomes more institutionalized, the leader transfers power to the “expert
bureaucrat.” Weber’s notions epitomize the current Army orientation on “strategic lead-
ership” and its bureaucratic (incremental) approach to transformation; U.S. Department
of the Army (DA) Field Manual (FM) 22-100, Army Leadership: Be, Know and Do (Wash-
ington, DC: U.S. Government Publishing Office [GPO], June 1999).

8. Charles B. Perrow, Organizational Analysis: A Sociological View (Belmont, CA:
Brooks/Cole, 1970), 1.

9. DA, How the Army Runs: A Senior Leader Reference Book (Carlisle, PA: U.S.
Army War College [USAWC], 1999). Since this research was conducted, a newer ver-
sion of How the Army Runs was published in 2001. Even the last remnants of nonmili-
tary references appear to have been removed since the original version.

10. S.A. Mohrman and T.G. Cummings, Self-Designing Organizations: Learning How
to Create High Performance (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1989). According to
Mohrman and Cummings, single-loop learning is the “lowest level of action learning”
(125). In short, this involves improving business as usual without changing the
organization’s values. Double-loop learning involves “changing the existing organiza-
tional values,” creating a deeper change process (126). Deutero learning, important in
designing high-performing organizations, involves making single- and double-loop learn-
ing part of a nonstop learning-to-learn change process (129-30). Learning and trans-
formation is not episodic, but a continuous progression that involves simultaneous ac-
tion at all levels.

11. See, for example, Field Manual (FM) 100-1, The Army (Washington, DC: GPO,
14 June 2001), DA Pamphlet 10-1, Organization of the United States Army (Washing-
ton, DC: GPO, 14 June 1994); and FM 22-100.

12. A review of the topic areas during a recent 12-month period (Military Review and
Parameters from January 2000 to December 2000) reveals that of 106 and 37 articles,
respectively, 10 (9 percent) and 5 (14 percent) pertain to general organization and man-
agement topics. The total was 15 of 143 articles (roughly 10 percent).

13. Thomas Owen Jacobs, A Guide to the Leader Development Inventory (Carlisle,
PA: USAWC, 1998). Much of this work is based on the theories of social scientist Elliot
Jacques, who indicated an absolute need for hierarchy in organizations. See also
Jacques, “The Development of Intellectual Capability: A Discussion of Stratified Sys-
tems Theory,” The Journal of Applied Behavioral Sciences 22, no. 4 (date unknown):
361-83.

14. FM 22-100.

15. General Eric K. Shinseki took the Army chief of staff position directly after his pre-
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